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Those who knew Heinz will draw particular
pleasure from this biography. I first came to know
him in the 1970s as a PhD student working on
Indonesia. At that time he was very much the God
Professor, politely aloof but both expert and dis-
creet in his guidance. After graduation I came to
know him better as a head of department. He took
full responsibility, saw no need for democratic
procedures, yet informally consulted a good deal
and ran everything with a light hand. Later I came
to know him better still as a colleague and intel-
lectual sparring partner. Yet he always remained
somewhat enigmatic. This biography does not dispel
the enigma, but elucidates it.
Nevertheless, the book can be read with pleasure
and insight by anyone in the field of economics or
economic history. Whether or not they knew Heinz
personally, his 70 year journey through economics
and his associations and prolific correspondence
across Britain, Europe, the USA and Asia illumi-
nates our shared intellectual origins and also
something of the character of post-war Australia.
The authors have no didactic purpose but, inten-
tionally or otherwise, they do suggest some existential
questions as to what it means to be an economist,
a scholar, an intellectual. They also remind us
how little we know biographically, other than by
word of mouth, about other noted Australian
economists, how they related to their times and
their contribution to the profession and economic
policy, whether in Australia or beyond. Now that
‘impact’ has become sanctified as a ‘key performance
indicator’, there is much to be said for a broader
view and a longer-term perspective. Moreover, at
a time when the cold hands of conformity are
again palpable, the discipline has lost its allure
and students are marshalled by relying on the very
compulsions which economic theory condemns as
obstacles to free trade, some of Heinz’s verve and sheer
intellectual curiosity may be a very good antidote.
 
Howard Dick
 
University of Melbourne
The Structure of Post-Keynesian Economics:
The Core Contributions of the Pioneers
 
, by
Geoff Harcourt (Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, UK, 2006), pp. x + 205.
Professor Emeritus of the University of
Adelaide, Geoff Harcourt established his eminent
career from that University and was joint editor of
the 
 
Australian Economic Papers
 
 from the 1960s to
the 1980s. From his adopted home of Cambridge
University, which he regularly visited from
September 1955, Harcourt witnessed the followers
of Keynes at the height of their intellectual powers
as they contributed to the post-war Keynesian
agenda. Harcourt was also a central figure in the
1954–1975 ‘Cambridge controversies’ on the
theory of capital between Cambridge University and
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) in
Cambridge, USA (with the intellectual victory
conceded by MIT to Cambridge University).
Finally, Harcourt inspired and mentored a younger
generation of economists that have continued the
Cambridge tradition or adapted it to a broader
heterodox agenda. There is no more appropriate
living economist to outline the post-Keynesian
research structure and policy agenda in the con-
text of contributions made by the Cambridge
pioneers, and an avowed Australian to boot!
As a relatively small book, it clearly, with erudite-
ness and humour, identifies the logical power and
policy relevance of post-Keynesian economics.
Having won the intellectual debate 30 years ago,
this book shows why it is important today to
understand the issues. It is a strong antidote to the
flippant remarks often heard from the mainstream
that post-Keynesians are irrelevant (to the glo-
balised and deregulated competitive world market
economy) and dangerous (through their big
government spending and regulatory intervention).
Read this book and no mainstream economist can
ever accuse the post-Keynesian framework of such
distorted 
 
non-sequiturs
 
 again.
The book begins with a short introductory
chapter that sets out the book’s synopsis. The
macroeconomic theories of distribution are devel-
oped in some detail in the second chapter. This
distribution issue lays the foundation for under-
standing the complete framework. The third
chapter on theories of the mark-up is a prelude to
the fourth chapter on accumulation. A money
and finance chapter follows, with a discussion
on whether money is exogenous or endogenous.
These strands are brought together in a chapter on
the complete model that illuminates the three
major episodes of inflation, growth and unemploy-
ment of the post-war period in advanced econo-
mies. After a chapter that has a (huge) digression
on theories of growth from Adam Smith to the
present day, the final chapter considers ‘vision’
and policy-making. There are two appendices: one
contains excellent short intellectual biographical
sketches of six Cambridge pioneers (Keynes,
Kalecki, Sraffa, Joan Robinson, Kahn and
Kaldor); the other is a clear outline of the Cam-
bridge controversies as a critique of mainstream
economics.
The readers of this Journal will find in this
book a succinct outline of an economic frame-
work that has been pushed to the side by the
inexorable dominance of the general equilibrium
model. The development of this framework by
post-Keynesians since the pioneers has resulted in
a sophisticated account of significant concerns in
a dynamic setting; from speculation and un-
certainty to innovation, globalisation and the environ-
ment (see King, 2003). The insights offered by
Harcourt are clear and substantial. First, the way
that the pioneers went back to the economists of
the classical period to find meaning to important
issues of unemployment, distribution, growth and
instability is considered. Links between post-
Keynesian and classical pioneers are clear; Keynes
and Malthus, Kalecki and Marx, Sraffa and
Ricardo, Kaldor and Smith. Second, a reproduci-
bility (not scarcity) model is developed, inherent
in the classics, which is the foundation of post-
Keynesian economics. Thus, the role of capital
accumulation (or investment) in ensuring the con-
tinuance of economic activity is prominent.
The third insight in post-Keynesian theory is
the axiom of stylised facts, which aims to make
observations and analysis of inferences managea-
ble in a world of complexity, which is in contrast
to the neoclassical axiom of optimisation where
the outcome is based on the hypothetical notion of
maximisation (analogous to identifying the maxi-
mum weight bridges can endure). This is particu-
larly noticeable in Chapter 3, where the choice of
technique in the investment decision is based on a
payback rule of thumb that business practice has
developed in the context of uncertainty (rather
than a profit-maximising net present value with
future, but unknowable, returns identified). This
‘stylised fact’ axiom links directly ‘realisation’
based on decisions made, to ‘expectations’ based
on specific scenarios built into rules and conven-
tions. Finally, post-Keynesian insight relates to
Adam Smith’s clear linkage between capital
accumulation and technical progress via inno-
vation. This enables post-Keynesians to link
Schumpeter’s ‘swash-buckling entrepreneurs’ (p. 177)
to the Marx–Keynes–Kalecki model already devel-
oped. The result is a post-Keynesian endogenous
growth model developed well before the neo-
classical version, which explains the role of
technological innovation in disaggregate terms of
learning, know-how, and diffusion of knowledge
without an aggregate production function that is
both analytically and empirically flawed (as
Harcourt shows clearly in Appendix 2). The great
contribution of Harcourt’s book is to integrate into
a coherent whole these insights from a group of
diverse pioneers who ‘did not spend much time
trying to build bridges between themselves’.
(Lavoie, 1992, p. 2)
Shortcomings by the Cambridge six, which
Harcourt is aware of, are not even raised. There
are five that I have identified in the work of the
pioneers described in the book: growth/distribu-
tion models lack a monetary sector (despite the
monetisation of the economy under Keynesian
principles); independent fluctuations of ‘animal
spirits’ that are not endogenised; nothing on con-
sumption and hierarchy of needs (until Pasinetti,
1981); human agency not identified in technical
progress; ignore fundamental splits within the
post-Keynesian Cambridge tradition. All five
issues continue to be of concern to modern post-
Keynesians and have been addressed recently to
various levels of resolution (see e.g. Lavoie,
1992).
The book’s final chapter on applications to
policy provides an optimistic view on how public
policy-making can be consistent with the post-
Keynesian model. Harcourt suggest a package that
attempts to solve what he calls the Kaleckian
dilemma: post-Keynesian tools produce policies
that remove unemployment and reduce inequality
without impairing economic efficiency, yet the
political economy of such a policy mix is un-
acceptable to what Kalecki called ‘big business
and rentier interests’ who see loss of economic,
policy, and industrial control with such a policy
agenda. Harcourt proposes a policy using what he
calls the ‘[Eric] Russell-[Wilfred] Salter rule’,
which would resonate with Australian economists.
A centralised system adjusts money incomes peri-
odically for changes in prices and in overall pro-
ductivity, resulting in higher increases in overall
productivity compared to flexible markets. Such a
rule, Harcourt argues, provides a quid pro quo for
money income restraint to resolve the Kaleckian
dilemma. A close investigation of the three Kalec-
kian ‘loss-of-control’ elements may raise serious
questions of whether the cooperation of the busi-
ness and rentier interests could be bought off for
the common good.
Being notes from his lectures, the style of the
book is extremely attractive, with Harcourt’s
distinctive voice coming through the pages, parti-
cularly in casual remarks inside brackets (e.g. p. 86
on Smith and academic tenure) and in footnotes
(e.g. p. 29, footnote 21 on Harcourt teasing
Hahn); and in analogies and news events related
to high theory (e.g. growth models dropped from
Sputnik) and crucial policy (e.g. less optimistic
viewpoints). However, there are also ‘in’ state-
ments that may mean nothing to many (e.g. p. 182
on the Ruth Cohen curiosum), unbalanced cover-
age of theory (6 pages on money and 60 pages on
growth), and weak links between chapters reflect-
ing their lecture genesis. More serious is the lack
of implications for modern economics from these
pioneers. Can revisiting pioneers’ works enable
identification of strengths of post-Keynesian eco-
nomics? Can the Harcourt–post-Keynesian frame-
work be the basis for linkage to other heterodox
traditions? Can the links to classical economics be
the point of relevance for a more pragmatic ortho-
doxy? There are no signposts for us to these ques-
tions. The publication of this book should have
been better, with some typographical errors (only
two picked up by inserted errata), wrong page ref-
erences to other parts of the book in the footnotes
(p. 100) and in the text (p. 115), different font
sizes (p. 181), and no index reference to anything
in Chapter 1.
The more recent readers of this Journal will
find a new world of economics easily accessible
and linked to the classical tradition without medi-
ation through marginal analysis, together with
policy implications that are once more relevant
since industrial relations and the role of big busi-
ness are being questioned again. The older readers
will find an old friend (even the most conservative
economist) who has not lost his zeal for the good
that economics can do at a high moral level and
also a reminder that the neoclassical mainstream
does not have all the answers, no matter how
dominant it is. It should also be an important clarion
call to all economists that revisiting economic
theory from the past (history of economic
thought) helps one understand the structure of
modern economics and its policy relevance.
Jerry Courvisanos
University of Ballarat
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Adam Smith’s Moral Philosophy: A Historical and
Contemporary Perspective on Markets, Law, Ethics,
and Culture, by Jerry Evensky (Cambridge
University Press, 2005), pp. xi + 331.
Jerry Evensky’s Adam Smith’s Moral Philoso-
phy: A Historical and Contemporary Perspective
on Markets, Law, Ethics, and Culture is divided
into three parts. Part One is ‘On Adam Smith’s
moral philosophical vision’, Part Two ‘On the
place of The Wealth of Nations in Adam Smith’s
moral philosophical vision’, and Part Three ‘On
Adam Smith’s moral philosophical vision and the
modern discourse’.
Adam Smith wrote a lot. And a lot has been
written on Adam Smith. Often, however, what he
wrote and what has been written about him seem
to be a disjointed collection of thoughts. At worst
they contradict each other; at best they are not
connected. Until Evensky.
Adam Smith himself described the ‘agitation of
the heart’ that one develops when faced with
many disconnected events. Our desire for order is
frustrated. Our imagination works hard to find
possible links to bring order in our mind. Smith
describes this process through which we go from
wonder to admiration by connecting disorderly
events with our imagination in his posthumous
published essay on The History of Astronomy.
There, he describes the humble path of science.
Attempt after attempt, we try to develop a simple
and beautiful system that is able to explain all
astronomical events. Different systems develop in
time. Each is believed true until a better one is
proposed. Each gives pleasure to the mind by
bringing together ‘the resemblances that are dis-
coverable betwixt different objects’ (The History
of Astronomy, p. 37). In Smith’s time, Sir Isaac
Newton was the last person to develop such a
simple and elegant system ‘whose parts are all
more strictly connected together, than those of
any other philosophical hypothesis’ (The History
of Astronomy, p. 104) of the celestial universe.
With this book, Evensky settles the agitation of
the Smithian reader’s heart. Evensky is the Newton
of the Smithian universe. With the humbleness
of an intellectual inquiry, rather than with the
presumption of a ‘man of system’, Evensky brings
